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Mrs. Prost, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 








REPORT 


[To accompany H. Con Res. 106] 













The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was 
referred the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 106) expressing the 
sense of the Congress with respect to the recognition of the grave of 
Samuel Wilson, progenitor of the symbol “Uncle Sam,” in Oakwood 
Cemetery, Troy, N.Y., as a national shrine, having considered the 
same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend 
that the concurrent resolution do pass. 












MEASURES CONSIDERED 






The committee considered House Concurrent Resolution 104 by 
Representative O’Brien and House Concurrent Resolution 106 by 
Representative Taylor, These are identical measures providing that 
it is the sense of Congress that the grave of Samuel Wilson, progenitor 
of the symbol ‘Uncle Sam,” marked by a bronze tablet in the Oak- 
wood Cemetery at Troy, N.Y., be recognized as a national shrine. 









PURPOSE 











The adoption of House Concurrent Resolution 106 as reported by 
the committee would recognize the grave of Samuel Wilson as a na- 
tional shrine. 

The recognition of this grave as a national shrine does not establish 
a new element in the national park system and does not authorize 
the administration of the site by the National Park Service. No 
expenditure of Federal funds would be involved. The care and 
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administration. of the site would remain and continue to be the re- 
sponsibility of the administrators of the Oakwood Cemetery. 

Prompt action by the Congress in this session has been requested 
since September 13 is the anniversary of the birth of Samuel Wilson 
and that date has been set aside by a resolution of the New York 
State Legislature as “Uncle Sam Day.” Also, 1959 will mark the 
celebration in New York State of the 350th anniversary of the vovages 
of Champlain and Hudson. This event was recognized in the 85th 
Congress by the establishment of a Federal commission to advance 
the purposes of this celebration. 


NEED 


The adoption of House Concurrent Resolution 106 would be an 
expression of the determination of the Congress to continue the 
tradition and heritage of the symbol “Uncle Sam.” 

The pages of history indicate the patriotism, friendliness, and 
perseverance of Samuel Wilson of Troy, N.Y., who is the progenitor 
of this national symbol. “Uncle Sam” Wilson embodied the national 
aspirations of an emerging United States over 100 years ago. 

“Uncle Sam” is only a symbol but that symbol should be enshrined 
in the hearts of Americans for all time. It is therefore fitting for the 
Congress to insure that the grave of the man who inspired the symbol 
he perpetuated in the years ahead. 

The testimony before the committee indicated that some writers 
have attacked the symbol ‘Uncle Sam” as being archaic and have 
suggested that it should be abandoned. The enactment of this 
resolution would be an expression of the determination of Congress 
not to yield to forces which would destroy this enduring symbol. 

The continuing need for the symbol “Uncle Sam”’ is illustrated in 
a statement by Bernard C. Hains, executive of the Uncle Sam Council 
of the Boy Scouts of America of Troy, N.Y. Mr. Hains stated: 


The reasons for selecting ‘Uncle Sam’’ for their name has 
a bearing on the purposes of our testimony at this congres- 
sional hearing. 

(1) A symbol was needed to unify all members of the 
council regardless of their particular community or geograph- 
ical location. “Uncle Sam” was widely accepted and recog- 
nized as a symbol of America, and of all America. 

(2) A personality was needed that all boys could emulate. 
I think today we saw that on the Capitol steps. ‘Uncle 
Sam”’ Wilson was a man of high ideals and a solid citizen. 

(3) A human personality was needed so that boys could 
picture their council as a personality—warm, human, and 
sincere—one with high ideals and of good character—‘‘Uncle 
Sam’’ has long been recognized as such. 


The need for this legislation is further indicated in a resolution sub- 
mitted by the National Society of United States Daughters of 1812, 
which follows: 


Whereas the figure of “Uncle Sam” has for many years 
symbolized the homespun virtues of this country; and 

Whereas it has recently been suggested that “Uncle Sam” 
be scrapped as archaic, as obviously of the breed of those men 
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marching on Concord, as not symbolizing the cosmopolitan- 
ism and internationalism of our country today; and 

Whereas the Legislature of the State of New York has 
adopted a resolution proclaiming Samuel Wilson, a meat- 
packer of Troy, N.Y., who during the War of 1812 supplied 
meat to Army units, to have been the “inspiration” for the 
national nickname; and 

Whereas the Honorable Leo W. O’Brien and the Honorable 
Dean P. Taylor, both of New York State, have introduced 
into the House of Representatives House concurrent resolu- 
tion 104 and House concurrent resolution 106, respectively, 
both “expressing the sense of the Congress with respect to 
the recognition of the Grave of Samuel Wilson, progenitor 
of the symbol ‘Uncle Sam,’ in Oakwood Cemetery, Troy, 
N.Y., as a national shrine’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Society, United States 
Daughters of 1812, in support of this national symbol and 
to honor one who did his duty during the 1812 period, 
respectfully urge the Congress to adopt one of these 
resolutions. 


Another statement attesting to the need for enactment was sub- 
mitted by the Eastern Regional Council of the United States Flag 
Committee, as follows: 


The United States Flag Committee supports House 
Concurrent Resolution 106 and House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 104 and requests favorable recognition be given them 
by this committee, also that the resolution be brought out 
on the floor for a speedy and affirmative vote by Congress. 

Today, nothing can be taken for granted, if we wish to 
insure its safety. This is particularly true with reference to 
our American traditions and all that represents our American 
heritage. Almost daily, further efforts are being made to 
weaken and finally destroy the freedom Americans have 
inherited. Unless we take proper steps to protect our 
precious traditions, the time may not be afar off when we 
will possess them no longer. 

When a vicious and unwarranted attack was made recently 
on our traditional symbol, “Uncle Sam,” known the world 
over as representing the United States of America, that 
sounded a warning that further such attacks would continue 
unless some action could be taken to prevent them. In 
House Concurrent Resolution 106 we have the proper means 
of accomplishing the proper action through congressional 
measure, to lastingly protect our symbol “Uncle Sam,” by 
officially marking the grave of Samuel Wilson, the progenitor 
of “Uncle Sam,” a national shrine. 

Since no congressional action was ever taken to make this 
symbol ‘Uncle Sam”’ official and permanent, we believe the 
time has arrived when such action needs to be taken. To 
attack a symbol is to attack all that it symbolizes, and ‘Uncle 
Sam” represents very much the same in the minds and hearts 
of our people as does our flag, the Stars and Stripes. There 
are undoubtedly those in our midst who will continue to 
attack and criticize our symbols and traditions including 
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“Uncle Sam,” but if this resolution is passed, making “Uncle 
Sam” permanently official, the critics will not be able to ac- 
complish the final destruction of it. 

Therefore we request that House Concurrent Resolution 
106 be passed by Congress as soon as possible, after being so 
recommended by this committee. 


Also supporting enactment is the Sons of the American Revolution, 
as well as various officials, civic organizations, veterans’ organiza- 
tions, and individual citizens of the city of Troy, N.Y. 


THE STORY OF “UNCLE SAM” 


There is unquestioned historical evidence indicating that Samuel 
Wilson of Troy, N.Y., was the progenitor of the national symbol 
“Uncle Sam.” 

Samuel Wilson was born in Menotomy—now Arlington—Mass., on 
September 13, 1766, and died in Troy, N.Y., in 1854. As a boy, 
Samuel Wilson helped operate the Wilson farm in Menotomy at a 
time when his father, Edward Wilson, answered the dramatic call of 
Paul Revere on April 18, 1775, and took part in the Battle of 
Lexington. 

At the age of 23 Samuel Wilson moved to Troy, N.Y. By the 
beginning of the War of 1812 he had become prominent in the State 
and was especially liked by children, who called him “Uncle Sam.” 
He had a kind and benevolent disposition which won for him the 
esteem and affection of his fellow townsmen. 

In October of 1812, “Uncle Sam” was operating a meatpacking 
business and became an inspector of provisions for the U.S. Army in 


New York. At that time one of the contractors pone’ barrels of 
i 


meat was one Elbert Anderson. Thus, upon the barrels, was an 
“K.A.,” giving the name of the contractor, and “U.S.,” standing for 
United States. Through some incident, which is variously recorded 
the “U.S.” part of the stamping became connected with “Uncle Sam” 
and with Samuel Wilson. This allusion caught on and spread rapidly 
due to Samuel Wilson’s already great popularity. Krom his tall, 
slim figure there was an easy transition into the caricature that we 
know today. 

Sometime about 1830, at a Fourth of July celebration in Woburn, 
Mass., there is reported to have been present a tall man with chin 
whiskers, dressed in red and white striped trousers, blue vest with 
white stars, a red and white striped coat, and a tall hat. This indi- 
vidual was pictured in periddidéle of that year. This is reported to 
have been the inception of the red, white, and blue regalia of “Uncle 
Sam,” 

The first “Uncle Sam” cartoon is believed to have appeared in the 
Lantern of New York on March 13, 1852, as drawn by F. Bellew, 
entitled ‘Raising the Wind.” In 1862, a cartoon by C. F. Morse, 
published in Washington, D.C., showed an army of ‘Uncle Sams” 
marching as volunteers to join the “Army of Father Abraham.” The 
figure “Uncle Sam” gained wide popularity in the 1860’s and 1870’s 
in the cartoons of Thomas Nast. 

Thus the story is traced from its origin in “Uncle Sam” Wilson of 
Troy, N.Y., to the present time in which the ideals of determination 
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and dedication to the country and faith in America are embodied as 
a national symbol. 
cost 


The enactment of this legislation would involve no direct cost to the 
United States. 
DEPARTMENTAL REPORT 


The committee has not received a report from the Department of 
the Interior. A Department representative, however, has invited the 
committee’s attention to a statement submitted by the Department 
of the Interior on May 17, 1956, in connection with consideration of 
H.R. 7181, 84th Congress, providing for the designation of the Mik- 
veh Israel Cemetery i in Philadelphia, Pa., as a unit of the Independence 
National Historical Park. The followi ing are extracts from that 
letter: 


As a matter of policy, this Department opposes the desig- 
nation by the Federal Government of areas as national 
shrines, whether or not they relate to an existing area of the 
national park system or form a precedent for such a relation- 
ship, and whether or not they contemplate care and mainte- 
nance as Federal expense. 

+ * * * * 


The term “shrine” appears in the designation of the newly 
appointed New York City National Shrines Advisory Board, 
although the legislation does not otherwise use or define the 
term “shrine.” 

We see no need to create a new category of areas in the 
national park system called national shrines. For years 
we have recognized the desirability of decreasing rather than 
increasing the confusing classification of areas now comprising 
the system. The National Park Service has re cently rein- 
stituted its studies of this problem, and we are hopeful that 
the present 12 classifications of areas can be reduced to 6 or 7. 
The problem is a complicated one which will require legisla- 
tion to accomplish, inasmuch as the present classification of 
many existing areas are specified by acts of Congress. 

If a proposed area is in fact a historic site or building of 
recognized significance, there is an orderly procedure, estab- 
lished by Congr ess under the Historic Sites Act of 1935, for 
its consideration. Under this procedure, such area must 
qualify under criteria carefully developed by the National 
Park Service in consultation with the Advisory Board on 
National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments. 
If it does qualify, there is existing authority for its selection 
and designation as a unit in the national park system. 

* * K * * 


If the proposed area is not a historic site or building, we 
doubt the wisdom of giving it recognition as a national shrine 
by act of Congress. We are concerned about the establish- 
ment of national shrines whether or not they are to be main- 
tained and exhibited with Federal funds. National shrine 
proposals may cover persons, sites, causes, or events as varied 
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as the imagination and enthusiasm of the sponsors. No 
doubt many of these are sincere, even worthy. If a category 
of national shrines becomes recognized, we foresee the possi- 
bility of hundreds, and even thousands of such projects. It 
would be extremely difficult to discriminate between these 
potential proposals on a logical basis, and the result would 
probably be a heterogeneous miscellany of very little national 
interest or significance. ‘The cost would be impossible to 
forsee except that it would probably be large. 

On the other hand, if the proposed national shrines are to 
recognized by the United States, but outside the national park 
system and outside the responsibilities of any other Federal 
bureau, we foresee not only an uncontrolled assortment of 
nationally recognized areas, but a miscellany which might 
also easily deteriorate and become rundown and even ruinous 
without any orderly procedure to assure their adherence to 
proper national standards. The public generally will not dis- 
tinguish between shrines established by act of Congress, and 
other Federal historical property maintained with Federal 
funds. Further confusion results from the fact that religious, 
patriotic, and other groups themselves adopt the term 
“shrine” or “national shrine” to designate properties which 
they administer or operate privately. 

* * * * * 


The views expressed above were presented to and carefully 
considered by the Advisory Board on National Parks, His- 
toric Sites, Buildings, and Monuments at its semiannual 
meeting held on March 28, 29, and 30, 1956. On March 30 
the Board passed the following resolution which we believe 
will be of interest to your committee: 


“NATIONAL SHRINES 


“The Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, 
Buildings, and Monuments has learned with deep concern of 
a growing number of proposals to designate as “national 
shrines’ properties differing widely in character, purpose, 
and significance. We unanimously endorse the policy views 
of the National Park Service and the Department of the 
Interior on this subject, which strongly oppose the designa- 
tion of ‘national shrines’ for reasons fully developed and 
expressed in a proposed letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior to Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. We particularly 
emphasize the view that recognition of a new category of 
‘national shrines’ by the Congress would open the door to a 
myriad of ‘national shrine’ projects of undetermined char- 
acter, significance, and cost.”’ 


The committee recognizes the undesirability as a general proposition 
of establishing new categories of sites or areas within the national 
park system or the indiscriminate recognition or designation of sites 
outside the national park system. However, owing to the history of 
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the symbol ‘Uncle Sam” and the close connection of this symbol 
with the grave of Samuel Wilson of Troy, N.Y., as indicated in this 
report, and the clear-cut national significance of this symbol, there 
seems to be no necessary complication that would arise from enact- 
ment of House Concurrent Resolution 106, so far as the national park 
system is concerned. 

This recognition does not establish a new element in the national 
park system. Owing to its unique and clearly national character, 
this shrine would not easily be confused with other shrines designated 
by States, local governments, or nongovernmental organizations, 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs recommends the 
adoption of House Concurrent Resolution 106. 


O 
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AUTHORIZING THE SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS AT THE 
TABLE ROCK DAM AND RESERVOIR PROJECT, 
MISSOURI, TO THE STATE OF MISSOURI 








June 30, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 







Mr. Davis of Tennessee, from the Committee on Public Works, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


{To accompany S. 692] 













The Committee on Public Works, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 692) to authorize the sale of certain lands to the State of Missouri, 
having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amend- 
ment and recommend that the bill do pass. 









PURPOSE OF THE BILL 






The purpose of the bill and the facts which recommend its enact- 
ment are set forth below’in the language which is quoted from Senate 
Report 277, filed by the Committee on Public Works of the Senate: 


The purpose of S. 692 is to authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to convey to the State of Missouri by quitclaim deed, 
for public park and recreational purposes only, such areas 
within the portion of Table Rock Dam and Reservoir project, 
Missouri, presently leased to the State for public park and 
recreational purposes, as he shall deem essential to provide 
sites for permanent buildings and other improvements, but 
not to exceed 50 acres, at fair market value and under such 
terms as the Secretary of the Army shall deem advisable to 
assure that use of the areas by the State will not interfere 
with the operation of the project. 



















GENERAL STATEMENT 


The Table Rock Dam site is on the White River in Taney 
County, Mo., about 8 miles upstream and southwest of 
Branson, Mo. The project was authorized by the Flood 
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Control Act of August 18, 1941, and is a part of the compre- 
hensive plan for flood contro! and other purposes in the White 
River Basin. The dam is a concrete-gravity structure with 
rolled earthfill abutment sections having a total length of 
6,423 feet, and a height of 252 feet. The reservoir will have 
a total storage capacity of 3,462,000 acre-feet, of which 
760,000 acre-feet will be for flood control and 2,702,000 acre- 
feet for power. The power installation will consist of four 
50,000-kilowatt generating units. The estimated cost of the 
project is $67,500,000 ,and it is nearing completion. Being 
located in the Ozark Mountain area near large centers of 
population, the reservoir has extensive recreational capa- 
bilities. 

The area desired by the State of Missouri is presently 
leased to that State by the Federal Government for public 
park and recreational purposes, and comprises 50 acres which 
is a part of a larger area of 552 acres of project lands in Stone 
and Taney Counties, Mo. The existing lease to the Missouri 
State Park Board is for a 25-year period beginning January 1, 
1957. These lands were acq sired. in 1952 at an average cost 
of $67 per acre. 

The lease was granted to the State in furtherance of existing 
policy to encourage development of public parks at reservoir 
im 0 by local agencies. The Missouri State Park Board 
1as plans for the development of extensive recreational areas, 
including picnic sites, boat docks, restaurants, and hotel and 
motel accommodations in the area. The land to be trans- 
ferred in fee to the State of Missouri is to be used as sites for 
permanent buildings and other improvements for the develop- 
ment of a public State park. 

The State park board advises that fee title to the area on 
which the permanent improvements are to be constructed 
must be vested in the State before plans for financing the 
development can be completed. The Secretary of the Army 
does not have the authority to convey the 50 acres on which 
construction is contemplated to the State, as it has not been 
declared surplus to the needs of the United States. 

The bill provides that conveyance to the States shall be by 
quitclaim deed, and the terms shall include assurance that the 
use of the area by the State will not interfere with operation 
of the project. The land would be conveyed by the Secre- 
tary of the Army to the State of Missouri at a fair market 
value as determined by the Secretary, but in no event less 
than the cost to the Government of acquiring it. ‘Title or 
interest in the mineral rights is reserved to the Federal 
Government under the conveyance authorized by S. 692. 

The bill further provides that title to the land would revert 
to the United States in the event that the State of Missouri 
ceases to use the tract for public park and recreational pur- 
poses for a period of 2 successive years, or in the event that 
actual construction of the proposed buildings and improve- 
ments has not commenced within 5 years from the effective 
date of this act. 
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The Table Rock Reservoir is located in the scenic and 
picturesque Ozark Mountain area of southern Missouri, near 
the famous Shepherd of the Hills region. It is visited by 
thousands of tourists and vacationers annually. The com- 
mittee is of the opinion that the best interests of the region 
would be served by conveying title of this recreational area to 
the State of Missouri. 

The committee was advised that the specific area to be 
transferred to the State has not been agreed upon, but notes 
that the bill is flexible in permitting the Secretary of the 
Army to select such area. If an area near the dam structure 
or the adjacent road embankment is selected, the Secretary 
can establish necessary procedures for enforcement of securitv 
regulations for protection of Federal property in the event of 
war or national emergency 

Enactment of this measure will not involve expenditure of 
any Federal funds, but it will permit the Federal Govern- 
ment to recover the funds spent for the purchase of the land. 

The committee believes it proper that the State of Mis- 
sourt own the property on which these permanent buildings 
are constructed, and that the operation of the project will 
not be impaired by conveying title of the land to the State, 
therefore enactment of this legislation is recommended 











































































The reports of the Department of the Army and the Bureau of the 


Budget, as submitted to the chairman of the Committee on Public 


Works of the Senate, are as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY. 
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee un Publre Works, 
U.S. Senate. 


Dear Mr. CuairMan: Reference is made to your request 
for the views of the Department of the Army with respect 
to S. 692, 86th Congress, a bill to authorize the sale of certain 
lands to the State of Missouri. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to convey 50 acres of land at the Table Rock Dam and 
Reservoir project, Missouri, to the State of Missouri at fair 
value but subject to the condition that’tht property be used 
for public park and recreational purposes only. The bill 
further provides that the transfer be upon such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary deems advisable in the public 
interest and to assure that there is no interference with the 
operation of the project. All mineral rights would be re- 
tained by the United States and title to the property would 
revert if construction of buildings and improvements has not 
commenced within 5 years of the effective date of the act, or 
if the property ceases to be used for public park and ree- 
reational purposes for a period of 2 successive years. 

The Department of the Army interposes no objection to the 
enactment of this bill. 

The Table Rock Dam site is on the White River in Taney 
County, Mo., about 8 miles upstream and southwest of 
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Branson, Mo. The reservoir formed by the Table Rock 
Dam, which is part of a comprehensive plan for flood control 
and other purposes in the White River Basin as authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941 (55 Stat. 638, 
645), will have a total storage capacity of about 3,462,000 
acre-feet most of which will be for the generation of hydro- 
electric power. 

The 50 acres that would be transferred in fee to the State 
of Missouri under S. 692 are part of a larger area of 552 acres 
of project lands in Stone and Taney Counties, Mo., licensed 
to the Missouri State Park Board for a 25-vear period com- 
mencing January 1, 1957, under authority of the act of 
December 22, 1944, as amended (58 Stat. 887, 68 Stat. 1266). 
This license was granted to the State in furtherance of the 
Department of the Army policy to encourage development 
of public parks at reservoir projects by .ocal agencies. The 
lands involved were acquired by direct purchase and in con- 
demnation between September and December 1952. at an 
average cost of approximately $67 per acre 

A tentative master plan has been prepared by the ).[issourn 
State Park Board for the development of extensive recrea- 
tional areas including picnic sites, boat docks, restaurants, 
hotel and motel accommodations. However, the board has 
advised the Department of the Army that private commercial 
interests are unable to obtain financing necessary to under- 
take the construction of the public lodging facilities while 
the United States has title to the land and the State has a 
license interest only. However. the Secretary of the Army 
does not have authority to convey the lands. It 1s accord- 
ingly the purpose of S. 692 to provide legislative sanction for 
the conveyance in fee of the 50 acres on which construction 
is contemplated. 

Although, as indicated above, preliminary plans have been 
completed, the specific area to be transferred to the State 
has not been agreed upon. Since 8. 692 is flexible and per- 
mits the Secretary of the Army to select an area not to exceed 
50 acres, Congress can, if it determines this course of action 
to be in the public interest, enact the legislation without a 
final determination of the specific area to be transferred to 
the State. In this connection, the committee is advised 
that if agreement is reached on a tract of land near the road 
embankment joining the dam structure or near the dam 
structure itself, the Secretary of the Army if he deems it nec- 
essary can, under the terms of the bill, establish procedures 
for enforcement of security regulations for the protection of 
the hydroelectric powerplant in the event of war or national 
emergency. 

The enactment of this measure will not involve the expendi- 
ture of any Department of the Army funds 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 






























Witser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BupDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 17, 1959. 


Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public W ‘orks, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This will acknowledge your 
letter of January 28, 1959, requesting the views of the Bureau 
of the. Budget on S. 692, a bill to authorize the sale of cer- 
tain lands to the State of Missouri. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to convey 50 acres of land at the Table Rock Dam 
and Reservoir project, Missouri, to the State of Missouri at 
fair market value but subject to the condition that the prop- 
erty be used for public park and recreational purposes only. 
The bill further provides that the transfer be upon such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary of the Army deems ad- 
visable in the public interest and to assure that there is no in- 
terference with the operation of the project. All mineral 
rights would be retained by the United States and title to 
the property would revert to the United States if construction 
of buildings and improvements has not commenced within 
5 years of the effective date of the act, or if the property 
ceases to be used for public park and recreational purposes 
for a period of 2 successive years. 

In a report which will shortly be submitted to your com- 
mittee on this bill the Secretary of the Army advises that the 
area which would be transferred in fee to the State under this 
bill is part of a larger area licensed to the Missouri State 
Park Board for a 25-year period commencing January 1, 
1957, under authority of the act of December 22, 1944, as 
amended. The license was granted to the State in further- 
ance of the Department of the Army policy to encourage 
development of public parks at reservoir projects by local 
authorities, The Secretary advises that although a tentative 
plan for development of recreational areas has been prepared 
by the Missouri State Park Board, private commercial inter- 
ests are unable to obtain financing necessary to undertake 
construction of public lodging facilities while the United 
States has title to the land and the State has a license interest 
only. The bill would provide the Secretary of the Army 
with legislative sanction for conveyance in fee of the area on 
which construction is contemplated. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to 
enactment of S. 692. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puiturp S. Huaaess, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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EXTENSION OF THE RENEGOTIATION ACT OF 1951 
June 30, 1959.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Mutts, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 7086} 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7086) to 
extend the Renegotiation Act of 1951, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 

On the first page of the Senate engrossed amendment, beginning with 
line 7, strike out all through line 6, page 2, and in lieu thereof insert the 
following: 

SEC. 2. FIVE-YEAR LOSS CARRYFORWARD. 

Subsection (m) of section 108 of the Renegotiation Act of 1951, as 
amended (50 U.S.C. App., sec. 1213 (m)), is amended— 

(1) By striking out the heading and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“(m) RenecoriaTion Loss CARRYFORWARDS.—’’. 

(2) By striking out subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: 
“(A) The term ‘renegotiation loss deduction’ means— 
“(i) for any fiscal year ending on or after December 81, 
1956, and before January 1, 1959, the sum of the renegotia- 
tion loss carryforward to such fiscal year from the preceding 
two fiscal years; and 
“(ii) for any fiscal year ending after December 31, 1958, 
the sum of the renegotiation loss carryforwards to such fiscal 
year from the preceding five fiscal years (excluding any 
fiscal year ending before December 31, 1956).” 
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(3) By striking out “carryrorwArpDs.—A” in paragraph (8) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘“‘cARRYFORWARDS TO 
1966, 1957, AND 1958.—For the purposes of paragraph (2)(A)(i), a”. 

(4) By adding at the end of such subsection the following new 
paragraph: 

““(4) AMOUNT OF CARRYFORWARDS TO FISCAL YEARS ENDING 
AFTER 1958.—For the purposes of paragraph (2)(A)(ii), a renego- 
tiation loss for any fiscal year (hereinafter in this paragraph referred 
to as the ‘loss year’) ending on or after December 31, 1956, shall be 
a renegotiation loss carryforward to each of the five fiscal years 
following the loss year. The entire amount of such loss shall be 
carried to the first fiscal year succeeding the loss year. The portion 
of such loss which shall bec arried to each of the other four fiscal years 
shall be the excess, if any, of the amount of such loss over the sum 
of the profits derived from contracts with the Departments and sub- 
contracts in each of the prior fiscal years to which such loss may be 
carried. For the purposes of the preceding sentence, the profits 
derived from contracts with the Departments and subcontracts in 
any such prior fiscal year shall be computed by determining the 
amount of the renegotiation loss deduction without regard to the 
renegotiation loss for the loss year or for any fiscal year thereafter, 
and the profits so computed shall not be considered to be less than 
zero.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
W. D. Mitts, 
Are J. Foranp, 
Crecit R. Kina, 
Ricuarp M. Simpson, 
N. M. Mason, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
Harry F. Byrp, 
Rost. S. Kerr, 
J. ALLEN FReEaR, Jr. 
JoHN J. WILLIAMS, 
FRANK CARLSON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 





STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE 
HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 7086) to extend the Renegotiation Act of 1951, and 
for other purposes, submit the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the conferees and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report; 


Tue House Brut 


The bill as passed the House contained six sections. 

Section | of the bill provided for a 4-year extension of the Renegotia- 
tion Act of 1951. This section amended section 102(c)(1) of the act 
to provide that the termination date would be June 30, 1963 (in lieu 
of the present termination date, June 30, 1959). 

Section 2 of the bill as passed the House related to factors to be 
considered in determining excessive profits. Section 2(a) of the bill 
amended the second sentence of section 103(e) of the act to provide 
that, in giving favorable recognition to the efficiency of the contractor 
or subcontractor for purposes of determining excessive profits, par- 
ticular regard is to be accorded not only to the matters now set forth 
in such second sentence but also to contractual pricing provisions and 
the objectives sought to be achieved thereby, and economies achieved 
by subcontracting with small-business conc erns. 

Section 2(b) of the bill amended paragraph (2) of the second sen- 
tence of section 103(e) of the act. Paragraph (2) of existing law lists 
as one of the enumerated factors required to be taken into account in 
determining excessive profits the following: “The net worth, with 
particular regard to the amount and source of public and private 
capital employed.” Under section 2(b) of the bill as passed the 
House, this paragraph (2) would be amended so that this enumerated 
factor would be “The net wor th, and the amount and source of public 
and private capital employed.” 

Section 2(c) of the bill as passed the House amended section 103(e) 
of the act to provide that in any statement furnished by the Rene- 
gotiation Board to a contractor or subcontractor pursuant to section 
105(a) of the act, the Beard is to indicate separately, but without 
evaluating separately in dollars or percentages, its consideration of, 
and the recognition given to, the efficiency of the contractor or sub- 
contractor and each of the other factors required by section 103(e) 
of the act to be taken into account in determining excessive profits. 

Section 3 of the bill as passed the House amended subsection (m) 
of section 103 of the act. At present, subsection (m) provides a 
2-year carryforward of losses on renegotiable business to any fiscal 
year ending on or after December 31, 1956. Section 3 of the bill as 
passed the House provided a 5-year carryforward (in lieu of the pres- 
ent 2-year carryforward) of losses to any fiscal year ending after 
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December 31, 1958. The 5-year carryforward would apply only if 
the loss arose in a fiscal year which ended on or after December 31, 
1956. 

Section 4 of the bill as passed the House amended section 105(a) of 
the act with respect to statements furnished by the Renegotiation 
Board and the availability of documents for inspection. Under exist- 
ing law, the Renegotiation Board is required, if the contractor or sub- 
contractor so requests, to furnish the contractor or subcontractor a 
statement of its reasons and of the facts used by it as a basis for arriv- 
ing at a determination of excessive profits; but the Board is not re- 
quired to furnish such a statement unless its determination is made 
by order, and then only after the order has been entered. Section 
4(a) of the bill amended this provision to require by statute that the 
Board furnish a statement (of the kind described in the previous sen- 
tence) before the making of an agreement or the issuance of an order, 
if the contractor or subcontractor so requests. 

Section 4(b) of the bill provided that the Renegotiation Board, 
at or before the time it furnishes the statement of facts and reasons 
required by section 105(a) of the act, is to make available for inspec- 
tion by the contractor or subcontractor, as the case may be, all reports 
and other written matter furnished to the Renegotiation Board by a 
department named in the act, provided such material relates to the 
renegotiation proceeding in which the contractor or subcontractor is 
involved and the disclosure thereof is not forbidden by law. 

Section 5 of the bill as passed the House related to proceedings 
before the Tax Court in renegotiation cases. Section 5(a) struck out 
the fourth sentence of section 108 of the act and replaced it by two 
new sentences. The first of these new sentences provided that a 
proceeding before the Tax Court to determine the amount, if any, 
of excessive profits is not to be treated as a proceeding to review the 
determination of the Renegotiation Board, but is to be treated as a 
proceeding de novo. The second of these new sentences provided 
that the petitioner in such proceeding is to have the burden of going 
forward with the case; only evidence presented to the Tax Court 
is to be considered; and no presumption of correctness is to attach 
to the determination of the Board. 

Section 5(b) provided that determinations in renegotiation cases by 
any division of the Tax Court are to be reviewed by a special division 
of the Tax Court consisting of not less than three judges. 

Section 6 of the bill as passed the House related to review of Tax 
Court decisions in renegotiation cases. Under section 6 Tax Court 
decisions in renegotiation cases would be reviewable by the Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and by the Supreme Court 
upon certiorari. Although this section w ould generally permit 
review of Tax Court decisions in renegotiation cases in a manner and 
to an extent similar to that provided “for Tax Court decisions in tax 
cases under section 7482 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, it 
does not permit the reviewing court to modify the decision of the 
Tax Court, and does not permit the reviewing court to reverse the 
decision of the Tax Court without remanding the case. 
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Tue SENATE AMENDMENT 


The Senate amendment struck out the text of the House bill and 
substituted therefor a new text consisting of four sections. 

Section 1 under the Senate amendment provided for a 3-year exten- 
sion of the Renegotiation Act of 1951. Under this section, the termi- 
nation date is June 30, 1962. 

Section 2 under the Senate amendrient adds two new sentences at 
the end of section 104 of the act. ‘The first of these new sentences pro- 
vides that no provision limiting the amount of profits is to be inserted 
by the secretary of any department in any contract or subcontract the 
receipts or accruals fron: which are subject to the act, or would be 
subject to the act except for the provisons of section 106 thereof, other 
than the provision required by the first sentence of section 104 thereof; 
and any such other provision in any such contract or subcontract 
(whether entered into before, on, or after the date of the enactment of 
the bill) is to have no force or effect. ‘The second of the new sentences 
provides that the preceding sentence is not to apply to any incentive 
provision, to any provision for redetermination of similar revision of 
the contract price, or to any provision for price escalation which 
operates without regard to the amount of profits under the contract or 
subcontract. 

Section 3 under the Senate amendment amends section 107(c) of 
the act to provide that there is to be a General Counsel of the Re- 
negotiation Board who is to be appointed by the Board without regard 
to civil service laws and regulations and is to receive compensation at 
the rate of $19,000 per annum. 

Section 4 under the Senate amendment relates to studies of procure- 
ment policies and practices and the Renegotiation Act of 1951. Sub- 
section (a) of section 4 directs the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate and the Committee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives (or any duly authorized subcommittees thereof) to 
make full and complete studies of the procurement policies and prac- 
tices of the Department of Defense, the Department of the Air Force, 
the Department of the Army, and the Department of the Navy. Such 
studies are to include an examination of the experience of such Depart- 
ments in the use of various methods of procurement and types of con- 
tractual instruments, with particular regard to the effectiveness thereof 
in achieving reasonable costs, prices, and profits. 

Subsection (a) further directs that the results of such studies, 
together with such recommendations as may be deemed necessary or 
desirable, are to be reported by the named committees to their respec- 
tive Houses not later than September 30, 1960. It is also provided 
that the material and data collected in the course of such studies be 
made available to the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation 
to assist it in making the study of renegotiation required by subsection 
(b) of section 4, 

Subsection (b) directs the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation to make a full and complete study of the Renegotiation 
Act of 1951 and of the policies and practices of the Renegotiation 
Board. The results of this study, together with such recommenda- 
tions as may be deemed necessary or desirable, are to be reported by 
the joint committee to both the House and the Senate not later than 
March 31, 1961. 
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Tue CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 


The House recedes with an amendment which strikes out section 2 
of the Senate amendment (relating to nonstatutory profit limitation 
provisions) and inserts the text of section 3 of the House bill (relating 
to a 5-year carry-forward of renegotiation losses). 

Under the conference agreement, section 1 provides for a 3-year 
extension of the Renegotiation Act of 1951. 

Section 2 of the conference agreement provides a 5-year carry- 
forward (in lieu of the present 2-year carry-forward) of a renegotiation 
loss to any fiscal year ending after December 31, 1958. The 5-year 
carry-forward will apply only if the loss arose in a fiscal year which 
ended on or after December 31, 1956. 

Section 3 of the conference agreement provides that the General 
Counsel of the Renegotiation Board is to receive compensation at the 
rate of $19,000 per annum. 

Section 4 of the conference agreement provides for the studies 
explained above in connection with the discussion of section 4 of the 
Senate amendment. 

It is the understanding of all the conferees both on the part of 
the House and on the part of the Senate that all matters dealt with 
in the House bill and in the Senate amendment which are not included 
under the bill as agreed to in conference are specifically referred to 
the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation to be included 
in the study required under section 4(b) of the bill as agreed to in 
conference. The results of that portion of the study which relates 
to these matters are to be reported at the earliest date practicable, 
without regard to the fact that the overall report required by sec- 
tion 4(b) of the conference agreement is to be made not later than 
March 31, 1961. 

It is also the intent of all the conferees that no inference is to be 
drawn, with respect to the rights of contractors and subcontractors 
(whether in pending cases or otherwise), from the fact that provi- 
sions which were included either in the House bill or in the Senate 
amendment are not included in the conference agreement. For exam- 
ple, section 4 of the House bill provides that a contractor may inspect 
certain documents in the possession of the Renegotiation Board. 
The fact that section 4 of the House bill is not included in the bill 
as agreed to in conference should not be construed as affecting in 
any way any right which a contractor may have under existing law 
or legal processes to obtain such documents or any other data. 

W. D. Mitts, 
Aime J. Foranp, 
Crecm R. Kina, 
Ricuarp M. Stimpson, 
N. M. Mason, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. Rooney, from the committee of conference, submitted the 
following 







CONFERENCE REPORT 


(To accompany H.R. 7343) 






The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7343) 
making appropriations for the Departments of State and Justice, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for ot .er purposes, having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 5, 8, 11, 13, 
15, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 33, 35, and 37. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 3, 6, 7, 12, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 36, and agree 
to the same. 


Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amendment 


as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and inserted by said amendment, 
insert seven; and the Senate agree to the same. 






















Amendment numbered 2: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 2, and agree to the same with an amendment 


as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $112,000,000; 


and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 4: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $1,922,500; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 9: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $23,210,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 10: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 10, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $5,500,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 14: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 14, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $3,675,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same 
Amendment numbered 22: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 22, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $21,426,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 27: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 27, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $1,200,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 32: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 32, and agree to the same with an amend- 
ment as follows: 


In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $90,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 34: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 34, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $2,750,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments 
numbered 16, 17, and 31. 


Joun J. Rooney, 

Prince H. Preston, 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Frank T. Bow, 

JOHN TABER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

LyNDON JOHNSON, 

AuuLeN J. ELLENDER, 

Cart Haypen, 

J. W. Fuisricat, 

Stytes Bripaes, 

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 





STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE 
HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H.R. 7343) making appropriations for the Departments of 
State and Justice, the Judiciary, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1960, and for other purposes, submit the followin 
statement in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon a 
recommended in the accompanying conference report as to each of 
such amendments, namely: 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ADMINISTRATION OF ForREIGN AFFAIRS 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 1: Provides for purchase of seven passenger motor 
vehicles instead of five as proposed by the House and eight as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $112,000,000 instead of $111,500,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $112,500,000 as proposed by the 


Senate. 


ACQUISITION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS ABROAD 


Amendment No. 3: Provides limitation of $1,300,000 for adminis- 
trative expenses as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,072,000 as 
proposed by the House. 


INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES 
MISSIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 


Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $1,922,500 instead of $1,900,000 as 

roposed by the House and $1,959,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

he additional $22,500 is solely for the mission to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. The conferees are in complete accord that 
no additional on are allowed for the rental of a residence for the 
principal officer, his official residence expenses, or additional quarters 
allowance at Geneva. 


INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES AND CONTINGENCIES 


Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $1,900,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $2,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
4 
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INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS 


INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION, UNITED STATES 
AND MEXICO 


Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $573,000 for “Salaries and ex- 
penses”’ as proposed by the Senate instead of $550,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $2,160,000 for “Operation and 
maintenance” as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,800,000 as pro- 
posed by the House. 


EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE 
INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES 


Amendment No. 8: Provides a limitation of $1,000 for entertain- 
ment as proposed by the House instead of $5,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $23,210,000 instead of $22,800,000 
as proposed by the House and $23,620,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Of the amount allowed, $250,000 is for the purpose of carrying out 
the objectives of the program at the University of Hawaii. 

Amendment No. 10: Provides that not less than $5,500,000 shall 
be used to purchase foreign currencies or credits owed to or owned by 
the Treasury of the United States instead of $7,250,000 as proposed by 
the House and $4,811,500 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 11: Provides a limitation of $1,437,500 for adminis- 
trative expenses as proposed by the House instead of $1,500,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 


Rama Roap, NICARAGUA 


Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $1,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $4,500,000 as proposed by the House. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


_Amendment No. 13: Deletes language proposed by the Senate rela- 
tive to foreign currencies. 


TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LeGaAL ACTIVITIES AND GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $3,675,000 instead of $3,650,000 
as proposed by the House and $3,700,000 as proposed by the Senate. 


SALARIES AND Expenses, ANTITRUST DIVISION 


Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $4,500,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $4,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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FepEeRAL Prison System 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 


Amendment No. 16: Reported in disagreement. 

Amendment No. 17: Reported in disagreement. 

Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $1,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $2,000,000 as proposed by the House. 


TITLE III—THE JUDICIARY 
SuPpREME Court oF THE UNITED STATES 
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $74,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate instead of $64,000 as proposed by the House. 


Customs Court 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $770,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $750,000 as proposed by the House. ‘The increase is 
limited to five additional clerical positions. 


Courts or AppgALs, District Courts, AND OTHER JUDICIAL 
SERVICES 


SALARIES OF JUDGES 


Amendment No. 21: Appropriates $9,128,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $9,275,000 as proposed by the House. 


SALARIES OF SUPPORTING PERSONNEL 


Amendment No. 22: Appropriates $21,426,000 instead of $21,- 
400,000 as proposed by the House and $21,452,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 23: Deletes language proposed by the Senate rela- 
tive to the qualifications of probation officers. 


FEES OF JURORS AND COMMISSIONERS 


Amendment No. 24: Appropriates $4,620,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $4,900,000 as proposed by the House. 


TRAVEL AND MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $3,250,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,380,000 as proposed by the Senate. 


ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS 


Amendment No. 26: Deletes language proposed by the Senate 
relative to consultants. 

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $1,200,000 instead of $1,100,000 
as proposed by the House and $1,305,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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SALARIES OF REFEREES 


Amendment No. 28: Appropriates $2,006,500 as proposed by the 
House instead of $2,056,500 as proposed by the Senate. 


EXPENSES OF REFEREES 


Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $3,000,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,200,000 as proposed by the Senate. 


TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES 
U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $101,557,300 as proposed by the 
House instead of $101,757,300 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 31: Reported in disagreement. A motion will be 
made to recede and concur with an amendment providing $200,000 
for private international broadcasting licensees. The conferees are 
in complete agreement that this will finally and fully terminate the 
relationship of USIA and the present contractor or related affiliates. 

Amendment No. 32: Provides a limitation of $90,000 for represen- 
tation instead of $75,000 as proposed by the House and $135,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 33: Deletes language proposed by the Senate 
relative to foreign currencies. 


PAYMENT TO INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARANTY FUND 


Amendment No. 34: Appropriates $2,750,000 instead of $2,500,000 
as proposed by the House and $3,000,000 as proposed bv the Senate. 


Funps APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 


PRESIDENT’S SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM 


Amendment No. 35: Appropriates $6,145,500 as proposed by the 
House instead of $6,171,500 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 36: Provides that the funds are to remain avail- 
able until expended as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 37: Provides a limitation of $25,000 on represen- 
tation as proposed by the House instead of $61,800 as proposed by 
the Senate. 


JOHN J. Rooney, 
Prince H. Preston, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
Frank T. Bow, 
JoHN TABER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
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Mr. Preston, from the committee of conference, submitted the 
following 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


{To accompany H.R. 7349} 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on:the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7349) mak- 
ing appropriations for the Department of Commerce and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and for other pur- 


poses, having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 2, 4, 5, 6, 
21, and 22. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 23, and 24, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered I, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $2,660,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 3, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $14,050,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 7: 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 7, and agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: 

84006 
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $/28,750,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 8: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 8, and agree to the same with an amendment as 


follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out and inserted by said amendment 


insert two thousand four hundred; and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an amendment as 


follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $14,014,400; 


and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 11, and agree to the same with an amendment 


as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $7,714,400; 


and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 25: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 25, and agree to the same with an amendment 


as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $4,940,000; 


and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 26: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 26, and agree to the same with an amendment 
a3 follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $14,755,500; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 


The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments 
numbered 10, 17, and 18. 


Prince H. Preston, 
JoHN J. ROONEY, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
Frank T. Bow, 
JOHN TABER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Spessarp L. HoLianp, 

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

WarreEN G. MAGNuSON, 

Estes Keravuver, 

Cart HaypbeEn, 

MaArGARET CHASE SMITH, 

Sry_es BripGses, 

LEVERETT SALIONSTALL, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 





STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE, 
HOUSE 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H.R. 7349) making appropriations for the Department of 
Commerce and related agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report as to each of such amendments, 


namely: 
TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $2,660,000 instead of $2,760,000: 
as proposed by the Senate and $2,500,000 as proposed by the House. 
Of the increase provided over the House bill $100,000 shall be available 
for continuation of the transportation study. 


BureAvU OF THE CENSUS 


Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $8,673,500 as proposed by the. 


House instead of $8,683,500 as proposed by the Senate. 


Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY 


Amendment No. 3: Appropriates $14,050,000 instead of $14,100,000 
as proposed by the Senate and $14,000,000 as proposed by the House. 


BusINESs AND DEFENSE Services ADMINISTRATION 


Amendments Nos. 4 and 5: Appropriate $6,000,000 as proposed by 
the House instead of $6,230,000 as proposed bv the Senate. This 
action deletes $30,000 added by the Senate specifically to provide for 
afield office in Alaska. If it deems it desirable, the conferees are 
agreed that the Department mav within available funds make a 
preliminary survey of the need for establishing such an office'in Alaska. 


BurEAU OF ForeIGN CoMMERCE 


Amendment: No. 6: Appropriates $2,400,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $3,110,000 as proposed by the Senate. 


MarRITIME ACTIVITIES 
OPERATING-DIFFERENTIAL SUBSIDIES 


Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $128,750,000 instead of 
$130,000,000 as proposed by the Senate and $127,500,000 as pro- 
posed by the House 
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_Amendment No. 8: Changes language of voyage limitation to pro- 
vide for 2,400 voyages instead of 2,600 voyages as proposed by the 
Senate and 2,040 voyages as-proposed by the House. 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $14,014,400 instead of 
$14,070,000 as proposed by the Senate and $13,958,800 as proposed 
by the House 

Amendment No. 10: Reported in disagreement. 

Amendment No. 11: Provides limitation of $7,714,400 for adminis- 
trative expenses instead of $7,770,000 as proposed by the Senate and 
$7,658,800 as proposed by the House. 


STATE MARINE SCHOOLS 


Amendments Nos. 12 and 13: Appropriate $1,110,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $1,000,000 as proposed by the House, of which 
$150,000 is for maintenance and repair of vessels and $960,000 is for 
liquidation of obligations. 


Bureau or Pusuic Roaps 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS (TRUST FUND) 


Amendments Nos. 14, 15, and 16: Provides 'anguage as proposed 
by the Senate limiting the appropriation to the amounts available in 
the “Highway trust fund.” 


FOREST HIGHWAYS (LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 


Amendment No. 17: Reported in disagreement, 


PUBLIC LANDS HIGHWAYS (LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 


Amendment No. 18: Reported in disagreement. 


WEATHER BurEAU 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Amendment No. 19: Appropriates: $48,855,000 as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $47,355,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 20: Inserts language proposed by the Senate ear- 
marking $2,476,000 for hurricane research costs. 


TITLE II—THE PANAMA CANAL 
CanaL ZONE GOVERNMENT 


Amendments Nos. 21 and 22: Eliminate accrued expenditure 
limitations proposed by the Senate. 
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GENERAL PROvISIONS—THE PANAMA CANAL 


Amendment No. 23: Provides limitation of $30,000 for employ- 
ment of.consultants as proposed by- the Senate instead of $15,000 as 
proposed by the House. 


TITLE III—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
St. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


Amendment No. 24: Authorizes $2,000 for official entertainment 
expenses as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

SMALL Business ADMINISTRATION 


Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $4,940,000 instead of $5,190,000 
as proposed by the Senate and $4,690,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 26: Provides for a transfer of $14,755,500 from 
the revolving fund instead of $15,611,000 as proposed by the Senate 
and $13,900,000 as proposed by the House. 


Prince H. Preston, 
JouHn J. Rooney. 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
Frank T. Bow, 
JOHN TABER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
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